
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC :GENCY

S. Michael Ty»1ak. P.r.Manager, Previously Operated PropertiesEnvironmental ResourcesKoppers Company Inc.WO tappers Building43P Seventh Avenue
Pittsburgh, PA 15?19
R£: Geophysical Feasibility Study Report*South Cavalcade sits
tear Mr* Tywlak:
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (fPA) would like to respond to
the February 4, 1986, letters from Koppers and McBHde-RatclIff andAssociates (MRA) . Rather than discuss specifics* I would Hfce to
discuss four Issues that seem to be the heart of Koppers1 amd MRA'sletters.
1. Does EPA have the authority to review (and reject) the geophysical

feasibility study report (6FSR)?
2. Was the GFSR adequate*
3. Is a follow up GFSR necessary?
4. Should Koppers he waking Individual submissions (power augpr, EHsurvey, surface water, f*tc.) to EPA for review prior to the draftRemedial Investigation (Rl ) report? ,- '
Let me address pach of these Issues 1n detail. First, what authoritydoes EPA have to review and reject the GFSR? In MRA's letter It isstated, "To provide specific engineering conclusions ..„ (on the usefull-T.ass of geophysical methods) ... before the Remedial Investigationreport 1s completed way he prenature and misleading. Therefore, weanticipate that the Task 2 data report dellverables will be submittedfor Informational purposes only; and will not he contingent upon ERAapproval before completing or starting a new subtask." We believethat EPA approval authority 1s spelled out 1n the RI/FS Work Plan onpage 4-t7, "The review and guidance of EPA with respect to the (geophysical)test results ... shall determine whether additional geophysical workshould be carried out .*. *. Though we could discuss thft meaning of thephrase "review and guidance", EPA believes that it 1s clear that Kopperssubmission 1s for more than "Informational purr ses".
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Slncefely yours,
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Larry Mrlght, Chief
Supprfund Enforcement Section
cc: C. Faulds, THC

B. K1?r, CHH
B. ToMn, MRA
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